Featured Application: This study is expected to be applied in the improvement of soundscape quality in urban open spaces, especially in commercial pedestrian streets.
Introduction
The context of urban open spaces, especially the acoustic environment, has played an indispensable role in the experience of users of those spaces since residents and tourists pay more attention to acoustic perception than visual satisfaction [1] . With the spread of urbanization, urban open spaces will be increasingly multifunctional and integrated, and crowds will be exposed to noise because of complex acoustic contexts [2, 3] . Many previous studies focused on how to prevent and control noise, using tools such as predictive models, noise maps and noise barriers [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] , while the quality of the sound environment had not been improved effectively. Currently, there is a tendency to shift the focus from purely noise control to overall soundscape design, which brings a change to the field of sound environment design. Soundscape, an important aspect of evaluating an acoustic environment, has been First, the study assessed the influence of semi-open and closed shop openness on the soundscape in two commercial pedestrian streets. Second, the study investigated the difference in the soundscape in a commercial pedestrian street between summer and winter. Finally, this study examined how commercial function influences the soundscape in a commercial pedestrian street.
Some key terms used in this paper are explained as follows: (1) Crowd density. The acoustic environment and users' acoustic perceptions can be affected by crowd density since a crowd is a special sound source as it gives rise to certain sound absorption effects [22, 28] . It is calculated as the total number of signal users divided by the area of survey sites, which gives the average number of persons per square meter [27] . The unit of crowd density is persons/m 2 . (2) Conversation behavior. In this study, this factor was quantified as the number of talkers, specifically the average number of people who talked for more than two seconds. (3) Sound pressure level. This value is a logarithmic measure of the effective pressure of a sound relative to a reference value. The unit of sound pressure level is dB [38, 39] . (4) Acoustic comfort. This measurement is the subjective evaluation of a user in the sound environment according to a five-point scale in this study: 1, very uncomfortable; 2, uncomfortable; 3, neither comfortable nor uncomfortable; 4, comfortable; 5, very comfortable [40] .
Methodology

Survey Sites
As an important component of urban open spaces, commercial pedestrian streets have developed into public places for consumption, sightseeing, leisure, and recreation. Typical commercial pedestrian streets are usually considered landmarks and the economic and cultural centers of cities. Therefore, this study selected two typical commercial pedestrian streets as survey sites, Kuan Alley and Central Avenue (shown in Table 1 ) for the following reasons. The first reason is the sites' long history. These two commercial pedestrian streets are 100-300 years old and are important cultural heritage sites in the world. Second, the sites are in the central city. These two commercial pedestrian streets are local landmarks, tourist resorts, and shopping spaces that attract large crowds, which provide a good basis to make the investigation comprehensive. Furthermore, commercial models in these two commercial pedestrian streets are similar to commercial streets in Europe and Asia. The contextual factors, such as the shop openness and mode of operation, were significantly different in typical commercial pedestrian streets within many districts in northern and southern China as a result of the differences in climate, traditional culture, and economic level. The shop openness means the open degree of the envelope of the shops. For instance, the shop openness in Kuan Alley was generally in a semi-open mode, namely, doors and windows were usually open during the business period. In contrast, the shop openness was in a closed mode in Central Avenue, namely, the doors and windows in this commercial pedestrian street were usually closed, especially in winter.
In an urban environment, there are often different functional zones. In each zone, there may be a dominant sound [20] . These dominant sound sources differ because of the different commercial functions in a commercial pedestrian street. Considering the influence of different dominant sound sources on the soundscape [25] , a commercial pedestrian street is divided into three commercial functional zones: the Di (dining) zone, the Sp (shopping) zone, and the Pe (performance) zone (shown in Figure 1 ). In the Di zone, hawking was a dominant sound source users usually paid more attention to (shown in Figure 2 ). In the Sp zone, background music is played by the PA system for customers to increase the economic benefit ratio. In the Pe zone, live instrumental music is played for customers by folk artists with instruments. The speech that is a general sound source among all the zones should also be considered. However, other sounds, such as taking footsteps, can be neglected because they do not significantly affect the soundscape [41] . To avoid the interference of traffic noise from the motorway and sound sources in other zones, the distance between the survey zone and the motorway and between the two survey zones was at least 20 m [22] . The length of each survey zone was set at 
Survey Planning
The survey was carried out in two seasons [12] : winter and summer. In Central Avenue, 18 days were chosen as the survey days from 1 June 2017 to 30 July 2017 and from 1 December 2016 to 30 January 2017. These days were chosen because they are typical, with the daily mean temperature from 14 to 25 °C in summer and from −18 to −7 °C in winter. In Kuan Alley, 8 days were chosen as the typical survey days from 1 December 2016 to 30 January 2017, with the daily mean temperature ranging from 6 to 12 °C in winter. A total of 26 days were required to perform the soundscape measurements during clear weather. In these days, both weekdays and weekends were considered for data collection to make crowd density samples more sufficient. In addition, there were no significant differences with regard to demographic composition and distribution between weekdays and weekends in the two pedestrian streets in a preliminary study [10, 42] . On each survey day, data on crowd characteristics, sound pressure level, acoustic comfort, and individual characteristics were collected by 10 volunteers from 8:00 am to 6:00 pm on weekdays and weekends. The crowd measurement contained two parts: the crowd density measurement and the number of talkers. Most importantly, in crowd measurement, each participant's facial features were recorded as mosaics, and the participant's vehicle information recorded on video was also processed in order to protect confidentiality [43, 44] . In the questionnaire part, participants volunteered to participate in the questionnaire survey. Their private information would not be recorded for the same reason [42] .
Crowd Density Measurement
To study the effect of a crowd on the acoustic environment and acoustic perception in commercial pedestrian streets, crowd density was measured using a photographic method with a small remote drone (type: DJ inspire 2) [45] . To avoid the interference of leaves and architectural shadows on the results, the shooting angle was set to 65° vertical to the ground (Figure 3 ). To avoid the influence of the small drone on the visual and aural perception of users, the distance between the small drone and the ground was set at 10 m. Measurements were taken every 25-30 min between the hours of 8:00 am and 6:00 pm. One photograph was taken every 30 s continuously for 5 min [27] . To calculate the statistics of the number of persons, a red dot was used to mark user location within survey zones in the photos (shown in Figure 3 ) to reduce measurement error. The total number of red dots in 5 min was divided by the number of photos and then divided by the measurement area to obtain a mean value of crowd density; the unit was persons/m 2 [22, 27, 28] . 
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Crowd Density Measurement
To study the effect of a crowd on the acoustic environment and acoustic perception in commercial pedestrian streets, crowd density was measured using a photographic method with a small remote drone (type: DJ inspire 2) [45] . To avoid the interference of leaves and architectural shadows on the results, the shooting angle was set to 65 • vertical to the ground (Figure 3 ). To avoid the influence of the small drone on the visual and aural perception of users, the distance between the small drone and the ground was set at 10 m. Measurements were taken every 25-30 min between the hours of 8:00 am and 6:00 pm. One photograph was taken every 30 s continuously for 5 min [27] . To calculate the statistics of the number of persons, a red dot was used to mark user location within survey zones in the photos (shown in Figure 3 ) to reduce measurement error. The total number of red dots in 5 min was divided by the number of photos and then divided by the measurement area to obtain a mean value of crowd density; the unit was persons/m 2 [22, 27, 28] . 
Conversation Behavior Measurement
Previous studies have suggested that the sounds produced by humans in conversation are of primary importance to soundscapes [46] . Thus, the study of the effect of conversation behavior on the sound environment is also very important. In previous behavioral research, the methods of investigation were classified as self-report measures and naturalistic observations [47, 48] . In effect, the evidence showed that self-reports failed to provide an objective account of observed behavior, instead producing data reflective of respondents' subjective interpretations of reality [49] . Generally, self-reports were impacted by reporting errors, such as response bias, acquiescent responding [50] , and socially desirable responding [50, 51] . Compared to self-reports, naturalistic observations hold the benefit of providing a direct measurement of behaviors and have been demonstrated to be a reliable representation of crowd behavior [52] . Therefore, it was utilized in this paper to measure the conversation behavior of the crowd. To quantify the conversation behavior, the number of talkers was recorded as an indicator of conversation behavior by an HDV (high definition video camera, type: DJ OSMO+). The observations were made under completely natural conditions since the subjects generally did not know that they were being observed. Thus, their behaviors were genuine and the data from observations were reliable. Considering that the visual angle of an HDV is 94° and the focal length is 22-77 mm, each survey zone was divided into three equal sections. There were HDVs in two corners of each section, to avoid blind areas such as the red section shown in Figure 4 . To reduce measurement error, the recording of the HDV and the measurement of the small drone were taken at the same time continuously for 5 min [11] . The video collection was also carried out every 25-30 min between the hours of 8:00 am and 6:00 pm. The number of videos was approximately 18-21 groups in each survey zone to capture the entire distribution of measurement [11] . The laboratory used an approach of replaying video to count the number of talkers. It usually took an average of 30 s to walk from section A to B (shown in Figure 4 ), so the number of talkers was computed every 30 s to avoid the impact of changes in crowd traffic. Then, the average number of talkers per 5 min in each survey zone was calculated. In the statistical considerations of the number of talkers, subjects with a duration of conversation less than 2 s were eliminated because shortduration behavior (<2 s) would make a negligible impact on the sound environment [53, 54] . 
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Acoustic Environment Measurement
Previous studies have suggested that different aggregate crowd states and behavior patterns influence the sound environment and acoustic perception of users in open spaces [55] [56] [57] . Therefore, in field acoustic measurements, the level of sound pressure in every survey zone was measured with the following methods to study the characteristics of sound emission from a crowd. The sound pressure level was recorded immediately after each measurement of crowd density and conversation behavior. The sound pressure level meter was set to the slow-mode and A-weight, and a reading for instantaneous data was taken every 10 s. The probe of the sound level meter was positioned 1 m away from walls and other main reflectors and 1.2-1.5 m off the ground [58] . A total of 5 min of data [59] were obtained at each measurement position, and the corresponding A-weight equivalent sound pressure level was derived. To reduce measurement errors, each measurement in each survey zone was taken from at least five random points (R1-R5 are shown in Figure 5 ), with a distance of at least 5 m [16] . To avoid the interference of speech in the measurement, there were no persons talking within 3 m of the scope [22] . The A-weight sound pressure levels measured at each point were then averaged [27] . 
Previous studies have suggested that different aggregate crowd states and behavior patterns influence the sound environment and acoustic perception of users in open spaces [55] [56] [57] . Therefore, in field acoustic measurements, the level of sound pressure in every survey zone was measured with the following methods to study the characteristics of sound emission from a crowd. The sound pressure level was recorded immediately after each measurement of crowd density and conversation behavior. The sound pressure level meter was set to the slow-mode and A-weight, and a reading for instantaneous data was taken every 10 s. The probe of the sound level meter was positioned 1 m away from walls and other main reflectors and 1.2-1.5 m off the ground [58] . A total of 5 min of data [59] were obtained at each measurement position, and the corresponding A-weight equivalent sound pressure level was derived. To reduce measurement errors, each measurement in each survey zone was taken from at least five random points (R 1 -R 5 are shown in Figure 5 ), with a distance of at least 5 m [16] . To avoid the interference of speech in the measurement, there were no persons talking within 3 m of the scope [22] . The A-weight sound pressure levels measured at each point were then averaged [27] . 
Questionnaire Survey
Acoustic comfort is a common evaluation index for the sound environment in urban open spaces. It describes the subjective psychological perception of sound by the human ear [60] and has been recognized by ISO [61] . Although there is currently much debate in progress about the best methods to gather information on sound perception by the public, a questionnaire survey is still a frequently used approach to investigate acoustic comfort [3, 15, 62, 63] . In addition, before the formal investigation, the reliability and validity of the questionnaire were tested. The values of Cronbach's Alpha and KMO were 0.86 and 0.81, respectively, which meant our questionnaire is reliable [64, 65] . Thus, in this study, a questionnaire survey was carried out to study the effects of contextual factors on acoustic comfort. The questions covered users' social characteristics and acoustic comfort [66] . On acoustic comfort, interviewees answered using the following five-point Likert-type scale: 1, very uncomfortable; 2, uncomfortable; 3, neither comfortable nor uncomfortable; 4, comfortable; 5, very comfortable. After the measurement of crowd density, conversation behavior, and sound environment, selected users were immediately extracted and invited to take a questionnaire survey. The questionnaire was anonymous and the form of the questionnaire distribution was random. The interviewers were instructed to explain the questions and ensure that interviewees understood them. Previous studies have also indicated that an interview of more than 5 min may decrease the reliability of the investigation [27, 67] , so the questionnaires in this study were all delivered and finished within 2-3 min. A total of 5153 individuals aged from 18-55 years were invited to participate from two pedestrian streets in China ( Table 2 ). Approximately 40% of the respondents were male, and 60% of the respondents were female. The sample was stratified for age according to the following age strata: 18-30, 31-45, 46-55 years [68] . 
Data Analysis
Based on the collections of crowd data and soundscape data, the software SPSS [69] was used to analyze the relationship between crowd density and the soundscape in two typical commercial pedestrian streets. First, the distribution of the samples was analyzed. The values of skewness (<1), kurtosis (<1) and variance for the samples are shown in Table 3 . A Kolmogorov-Smirnov Test was used to analyze the normality of the data, indicating that all p values are more than 0.05. Therefore, all samples followed the normal distribution [68] . Second, Pearson correlation was used to calculate the relationship between crowd density and the number of talkers, the relationship between crowd density and sound environment (sound pressure level and loudness), and the relationship between crowd density and acoustic comfort, whilst considering the difference of shop openness, season and commercial function (Table 4) ; a t-test at p < 0.01 and p < 0.05 was used to test for significant differences. Additionally, an analysis of variance (ANOVA) was used to test for significant differences between the two shop openness values, two seasons, and three commercial functional zones. The linear and nonlinear regression analyses were used to establish the regression equations of crowd density and the number of talkers, crowd density and sound environment, and crowd density and acoustic comfort. Figure 6 shows the relationship between crowd density and the number of talkers, taking the Di zone as an example, along with the corresponding regression curves, the coefficient of determination R 2 , and p < 0.001. Different regression curves, including linear, quadratic and cubic, were used to determine the best fit to show the relationship between crowd density and the number of talkers, as measured by the value of the coefficient of determination R 2 and statistically significant differences. The value of R 2 with quadratic regression in the Di zone is highest; however, the value of p is higher than 0.1. The linear regression for the Di zone is better than the cubic regression, with the value of R 2 = 0.727 and with p < 0.001. Thus, this linear regression is used to explain the relationship between crowd density and the number of talkers. Table 4 . The relationship between crowd density and the number of talkers, between crowd density and sound pressure level, and between crowd density and acoustic comfort.
Commercial Pedestrian Street Kuan Alley Central Avenue
Commercial Function Di Sp Pe Sp
Survey Season Winter Summer Winter
R/Sig
Crowd density and the number of 
Results
In this section, the effects of crowd density on soundscape were analyzed, considering cases with different shop openness, season and commercial function. Figure 7a shows the relationship between crowd density and the number of talkers: when crowd density increased, the number of talkers increased in both Kuan Alley and Central Avenue, with R 2 = 0.519 in Kuan Alley and 0.716 in Central Avenue (p < 0.001). The number of talkers in Central Avenue was more than the number of talkers in Kuan Alley when the crowd density was the same. For instance, when the crowd density was 0.1 persons/m 2 , the number of talkers in Central Avenue was 6.5 more talkers than in Kuan Alley, and when the crowd density was 0.3 persons/m 2 , the number of talkers in Central Avenue was 19.7 more talkers than in Kuan Alley. One possible reason may be that the spatial capability of Central Avenue was larger than that in Kuan Alley. Figure 7b shows the relationship between crowd density and A-weight sound pressure level: when crowd density increased, the level of sound pressure also increased in Kuan Alley and Central Avenue, with R 2 = 0.527 in Kuan Alley and 0.470 in Central Avenue (p < 0.001). It is interesting to note that the number of talkers in Central Avenue was higher than the number of talkers in Kuan Alley, in which the crowd density was the same; however, there was little difference between the sound pressure levels in Kuan Alley and Central Avenue. One possible reason may be that the voices of users in Kuan Alley were higher than the voices of users in Central Avenue when the crowd density remained the same.
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To study the influence of crowd density on a typical psychoacoustic parameter, loudness, the relationship between crowd density and loudness was calculated. The loudness was calculated using 
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The Influence of Shop Openness
The Influence on the Number of Talkers
The Influence on the Sound Environment
To study the influence of crowd density on a typical psychoacoustic parameter, loudness, the relationship between crowd density and loudness was calculated. The loudness was calculated using Artemis [70] . It is revealed that crowd density is significantly correlated with loudness (p < 0.001), as shown in Table 4 . Figure 7c shows the relationship between crowd density and loudness. It can be seen that when crowd density increased, loudness also increases in both Kuan Alley and Central Avenue, with R 2 = 0.490 and 0.427 (p < 0.001) respectively. Figure 7d shows the relationship between crowd density and acoustic comfort: when crowd density increased, the value of acoustic comfort decreased in Kuan Alley, while the value of acoustic comfort in Central Avenue took a parabolic shape that first increased and then decreased, with R 2 = 0.448 in Kuan Alley and 0.485 in Central Avenue (p < 0.001). The possible reasons are as follows. The first reason is the spatial perceptions of users in these two commercial pedestrian streets, which resulted in the different evaluations of acoustic comfort when crowd density was 0-0.2 persons/m 2 . The shop openness was semi-open in Kuan Alley, while the shops in Central Avenue were closed. When crowd density was lower, such as 0-0.2 persons/m 2 , the users in commercial pedestrian streets with semi-open state shops preferred quieter sound environments, and therefore, the acoustic comfort of users was higher. The users in Central Avenue would feel deserted when crowd density was 0-0.2 persons/m 2 , even if there was no significant difference in the sound pressure level in these two commercial pedestrian streets. Furthermore, the difference in acoustic comfort in these two commercial pedestrian streets resulted from cultural differences in Central Avenue and Kuan Alley. The voices of users in southern China were louder than the voices of users in Central Avenue when crowd density remained constant. When the number of talkers was equal, the level of sound pressure in Kuan Alley was higher than that in Central Avenue. Thus, the acoustic comfort in Kuan Alley decreased when crowd density increased because users in Kuan Alley liked a quiet environment. However, users in Central Avenue liked a busy environment, such as 0.1 to 0.3 persons/m 2 , and they felt comfort from it.
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Artemis [70] . It is revealed that crowd density is significantly correlated with loudness (p < 0.001), as shown in Table 4 . Figure 7c shows the relationship between crowd density and loudness. It can be seen that when crowd density increased, loudness also increases in both Kuan Alley and Central Avenue, with R 2 = 0.490 and 0.427 (p < 0.001) respectively. Figure 7d shows the relationship between crowd density and acoustic comfort: when crowd density increased, the value of acoustic comfort decreased in Kuan Alley, while the value of acoustic comfort in Central Avenue took a parabolic shape that first increased and then decreased, with R 2 = 0.448 in Kuan Alley and 0.485 in Central Avenue (p < 0.001). The possible reasons are as follows. The first reason is the spatial perceptions of users in these two commercial pedestrian streets, which resulted in the different evaluations of acoustic comfort when crowd density was 0-0.2 persons/m 2 . The shop openness was semi-open in Kuan Alley, while the shops in Central Avenue were closed. When crowd density was lower, such as 0-0.2 persons/m 2 , the users in commercial pedestrian streets with semi-open state shops preferred quieter sound environments, and therefore, the acoustic comfort of users was higher. The users in Central Avenue would feel deserted when crowd density was 0-0.2 persons/m 2 , even if there was no significant difference in the sound pressure level in these two commercial pedestrian streets. Furthermore, the difference in acoustic comfort in these two commercial pedestrian streets resulted from cultural differences in Central Avenue and Kuan Alley. The voices of users in southern China were louder than the voices of users in Central Avenue when crowd density remained constant. When the number of talkers was equal, the level of sound pressure in Kuan Alley was higher than that in Central Avenue. Thus, the acoustic comfort in Kuan Alley decreased when crowd density increased because users in Kuan Alley liked a quiet environment. However, users in Central Avenue liked a busy environment, such as 0.1 to 0.3 persons/m 2 , and they felt comfort from it. Figure 8a shows the relationship between crowd density and the number of talkers: when crowd density increased, the number of talkers also increased in both winter and summer, with R 2 = 0.716 in winter and 0.719 in summer (p < 0.001). The results showed that although the number of talkers in winter was slightly higher than the number of talkers in summer (with the same crowd density in each case), there was no statistically significant difference between the seasons and the number of talkers (p > 0.05). Figure 8b shows the relationship between crowd density and A-weight sound pressure level: when crowd density increased, the level of sound pressure also increased in both winter and summer, with R 2 = 0.470 in winter and 0.505 in summer (p < 0.001). The level of sound pressure was higher in winter than in summer, with an average difference of 1.6 dBA when crowd density ranged from 0 to 0.3 persons/m 2 . However, when crowd density ranged from 0.3 to 0.4 persons/m 2 , the level of the sound pressure was lower in winter than in summer, with an average difference of 0.2 dBA. The effects of crowd density on the range of the sound pressure level in these two seasons were also significantly different. When the crowd density increased by 0.1 persons/m 2 , the level of sound pressure in winter increased by 1.3 dBA and 2.2 dBA in summer. Considering that there was no statistically significant difference between seasons and the number of talkers, differences in the crowds' clothing may influence the sound environment in pedestrian streets, especially in winter. Figure 8a shows the relationship between crowd density and the number of talkers: when crowd density increased, the number of talkers also increased in both winter and summer, with R 2 = 0.716 in winter and 0.719 in summer (p < 0.001). The results showed that although the number of talkers in winter was slightly higher than the number of talkers in summer (with the same crowd density in each case), there was no statistically significant difference between the seasons and the number of talkers (p > 0.05). Figure 8b shows the relationship between crowd density and A-weight sound pressure level: when crowd density increased, the level of sound pressure also increased in both winter and summer, with R 2 = 0.470 in winter and 0.505 in summer (p < 0.001). The level of sound pressure was higher in winter than in summer, with an average difference of 1.6 dBA when crowd density ranged from 0 to 0.3 persons/m 2 . However, when crowd density ranged from 0.3 to 0.4 persons/m 2 , the level of the sound pressure was lower in winter than in summer, with an average difference of 0.2 dBA. The effects of crowd density on the range of the sound pressure level in these two seasons were also significantly different. When the crowd density increased by 0.1 persons/m 2 , the level of sound pressure in winter increased by 1.3 dBA and 2.2 dBA in summer. Considering that there was no statistically significant difference between seasons and the number of talkers, differences in the crowds' clothing may influence the sound environment in pedestrian streets, especially in winter. Figure 8c shows the relationship between crowd density and loudness. It is seen that when crowd density increases, loudness increases in both winter and summer, with R 2 = 0.427 in winter and 0.438 in summer (p < 0.001). The loudness is higher in winter than in summer, with a difference of 0.87 sone, with a crowd density range from 0 to 0.4 persons/m 2 . Figure 8d shows the relationship between crowd density and acoustic comfort: when crowd density increased, the value of acoustic comfort took a parabolic shape that first increased and then decreased in both winter and summer, with R 2 = 0.485 in winter and 0.434 in summer (p < 0.001).
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The results indicate that the range of crowd density in which the acoustic comfort was higher (> 3.0) was 0.15-0.3 persons/m 2 in winter. When crowd density ranged from 0.15-0.3 persons/m 2 in summer, acoustic comfort increased even an even higher value, with a value of 3.4. Figure 8c shows the relationship between crowd density and loudness. It is seen that when crowd density increases, loudness increases in both winter and summer, with R 2 = 0.427 in winter and 0.438 in summer (p < 0.001). The loudness is higher in winter than in summer, with a difference of 0.87 sone, with a crowd density range from 0 to 0.4 persons/m 2 . Figure 8d shows the relationship between crowd density and acoustic comfort: when crowd density increased, the value of acoustic comfort took a parabolic shape that first increased and then decreased in both winter and summer, with R 2 = 0.485 in winter and 0.434 in summer (p < 0.001). The results indicate that the range of crowd density in which the acoustic comfort was higher (> 3.0) was 0.15-0.3 persons/m 2 in winter. When crowd density ranged from 0.15-0.3 persons/m 2 in summer, acoustic comfort increased even an even higher value, with a value of 3.4. 
The Influence of Commercial Function
The Influence on the Number of Talkers
As Figure 9a shows, when the crowd density ranged from 0-0.4 persons/m 2 , the number of talkers increased when the crowd density increased, with different commercial functions. Meanwhile, the slopes of these three curves of regression were also similar. As the crowd density increased by 0.1 persons/m 2 , the number of talkers increased by 3.4 persons in the Pe zone and was higher by 0.01 and 0.2 persons than that in the Di zone and Sp zone, respectively. Thus, the numbers 
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As Figure 9a shows, when the crowd density ranged from 0-0.4 persons/m 2 , the number of talkers increased when the crowd density increased, with different commercial functions. Meanwhile, the slopes of these three curves of regression were also similar. As the crowd density increased by 0.1 persons/m 2 , the number of talkers increased by 3.4 persons in the Pe zone and was higher by 0.01 and 0.2 persons than that in the Di zone and Sp zone, respectively. Thus, the numbers of talkers, with different crowd densities in the three dominant sound source zones, are not significantly different (p > 0.1). Figure 9b shows the relationship between crowd density and A-weight sound pressure level: R 2 was 0.638 in the Di zone; 0.527 in the Sp zone; and 0.621 in the Pe zone (p < 0.001). In these three zones, the level of sound pressure takes a linear trend of continuous increase as the crowd density increases. The level of sound pressure indicates significantly different ranges when the crowd density ranges from 0 to 0.4 persons/m 2 , with three commercial functions. In the Di zone, the sound pressure level ranged from 68 to 77 dBA, while the ranges were 70-75 dBA and 71-77 dBA in the Sp and the Pe zone, respectively. When the crowd density is constant, such as a crowd density of 0.1 persons/m 2 , the sound pressure level in the Pe zone was higher than that in the Di zone (2.9 dBA) and Sp zone (1.0 dBA). The sound pressure level in the Pe zone was higher than that in the Di zone (2.8 dBA) and the Sp zone (1.7 dBA) when the crowd density was 0.3 persons/m 2 . When the crowd density ranged from 0.1 to 0.3 persons/m 2 , the level of sound pressure in the Di zone and Pe zone increased more quickly than that in the Sp zone. Considering that the number of talkers in the three zones was not significantly different (p > 0.1), the reason may be that the voices of persons in the Di zone and Pe zone increased when the crowd density increased. In the Di zone, when the crowd density increased, the sound pressure level of speech increased, and the sound of hawking was masked by speech and other sounds. To attract more customers, the volume of the hawking produced by sellers may be enhanced. In the Pe zone, instrumental music was unusual in commercial pedestrian streets, which may arouse users' curiosity, and the conversation produced by users may increase. However, in the Sp zone, background music was common in commercial pedestrian streets so users pay little attention to background music. Figure 9c shows the relationship between crowd density and loudness, where it is seen that R 2 is 0.644 in the Di zone, 0.490 in the Sp zone, and 0.621 in the Pe zone (p < 0.001). In these three zones, the loudness has a linear trend of continuous increase as the crowd density increases. The loudness in the Pe zone is considerably higher than that in the Di zone (1.83 sone) and the Sp zone (1.12 sone), when the crowd density ranges from 0 to 0.4 persons/m 2 . Figure 9d shows the relationship between crowd density and acoustic comfort: when crowd density increased, the value of acoustic comfort decreased, with R 2 = 0.418 in the Di zone; 0.448 in the Sp zone; and 0.434 in the Pe zone (p < 0.001). Comparing the value of acoustic comfort in three zones, it was interesting to note that although the sound pressure level was highest in the Pe zone, the acoustic comfort was also highest in the Pe zone. This may indicate that a lower sound pressure level does not enhance the evaluation of users that may be influenced by dominant sound sources that can attract users. Acoustic comfort in the Pe zone was higher than that in the Di zone (0.2-0.4) and Sp zone (0.3-0.4), when the crowd density was 0.1-0.3 persons/m 2 . When the crowd density ranged from 0 to 0.2 persons/m 2 , the acoustic comfort in the Sp zone was higher than that in the Di zone. However, the acoustic comfort in the Sp zone was lower than that in the Di zone when the crowd density ranged from 0. 
The Influence on Sound Environment
The Influence on Acoustic Comfort
Discussion
It has been demonstrated that the level of sound pressure can increase as the crowd density increases. However, evidence of how the crowd density changes the sound field and whether the conversation behavior of users can influence the sound field has not been found in previous studies [27, 64] . In fact, the number of talkers will also increase when crowd density increases. However, the 
It has been demonstrated that the level of sound pressure can increase as the crowd density increases. However, evidence of how the crowd density changes the sound field and whether the conversation behavior of users can influence the sound field has not been found in previous studies [27, 64] . In fact, the number of talkers will also increase when crowd density increases. However, the issue of whether the number of talkers can affect the sound pressure level has not been determined prior to this study. Thus, in this section, we discuss some statistical methods that were used to determine the effect.
First, a Pearson's correlation analysis was used to calculate the relationship between the number of talkers and the level of the sound pressure, and a two-tail t-test was used to test the significance of the difference. As Table 5 shows, the results demonstrated a positive association between the number of talkers and the sound pressure level (p < 0.001). As the number of talkers increases, the level of sound pressure also increases. Secondly, we also attempted to use a linear regression to explain the relationship between the number of talkers and sound pressure level. The value of R 2 in the regressions ranged from 0.292-0.520 (p < 0.001), which meant that some models were not fit to explain the relationship between the variables accurately [71, 72] . Thus, a crosstab analysis was used to explain the correlation extent and a chi-square test was used to test the significance of the difference. Cross-tabulation presents a table in matrix form that displays the frequency distribution of the variables. A crosstab was used to examine the correlations between survey data based on cross-tabulation [73] . In Table 6 , as the number of talkers increased, the data in the range of 68-70 dBA and 70-72 dBA followed a decreasing trend, while the data in the range of 72-74 dBA and 74-76 dBA followed an increasing trend (p < 0.001). When the number of talkers increased from 0-10 persons to 10-20 persons, the data decreased by 16.0% in the range of 68-70 dBA and 70-72 dBA, and increased 16.0% in the range of 72-74 dBA and 74-76 dBA. When the number of talkers reached 30-40 persons, the level of the sound pressure did not increase because 72.0% of data focused on the range of 72-74 dBA, and only 20.0% of the data reached the range of 74-76 dBA.
In order to analyze the influence factors of acoustic comfort, a multiple logistic regression analysis was used to establish the relationship among acoustic comfort and other factors, including shop openness, season, commercial function, crowd density, sound pressure level, and the number of talkers, as shown in Table 7 . The results indicated that some factors, such as shop openness, commercial function, and crowd density, were significantly correlated with acoustic comfort (p < 0.001), while there was no significant influence on the acoustic comfort from the season, number of talkers, sound pressure level, and loudness (p > 0.1). Table 5 . The relationship between the number of talkers and the sound pressure level. 
Commercial Pedestrian Street
Conclusions
Based on crowd measurements and a questionnaire survey of two commercial pedestrian streets, this study examined the different influences of contextual factors on soundscape considering the shop openness, season and commercial function. The following conclusions can be drawn from the results:
First, regarding the influence of shop openness, the number of talkers in Central Avenue was greater than the number of talkers in Kuan Alley when the crowd density remained constant. The average deviation of the number of talkers between Kuan Alley and Central Avenue was 13.0 persons. Nevertheless, it was interesting to note that there was no significant difference in the sound pressure level in these two commercial pedestrian streets. When crowd density increased, acoustic comfort trended downward in Kuan Alley, while the value of acoustic comfort in Central Avenue took a parabolic shape that first increased and then decreased.
Second, in terms of the influence of season, there is also no significant difference between the number of talkers in summer and the number of talkers in winter. However, when the crowd density increased by 0.1 persons/m 2 , the level of the sound pressure increased by 1.3 dBA in winter and 2.2 dBA in summer. When the crowd density increased, the value of acoustic comfort took a parabolic shape that first increased and then decreased in both winter and summer.
Third, regarding the influence of the commercial function, as the crowd density increased by 0.1 persons/m 2 , the number of talkers increased by 3.4 persons in the Pe zone, 3.4 persons in the Di zone and 3.6 persons in the Sp zone, respectively. The sound pressure level in the Pe zone was higher than that in the Di zone (2.9 dBA) and Sp zone (1.0 dBA) with a crowd density of 0.1 persons/m 2 even when the numbers of talkers in the three zones were not significantly different. Additionally, acoustic comfort in the Pe zone was highest among these three zones and the value was 3.3, which was not consistent with our expectations.
In addition, the relationship between the number of talkers and the sound pressure level was also discussed in this paper. It also presented a positive trend where, as the number of talkers increased, the frequency of the recordings in the low range (68-72 dBA) decreased, while the times of recordings in the high range (72-76 dBA) increased.
Being that this study is carried out only in commercial pedestrian streets of typical cities in China, commercial pedestrian streets in other regions of China were not analyzed in this study. Moreover, the findings in this study were limited to northern and southern China; the effects of contextual factors on the soundscape in eastern China and western China may also be different. Furthermore, the difference in the conversation frequency and duration of users between southern China and northern China may influence the soundscape experience in urban open spaces. Thus, these issues should be further examined in future studies. Finally, the results in this study is also of relevance for indoor soundscaping, especially long spaces [74, 75] .
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